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EFFECT OF AIR FORCE RECRUITING 
INCENTIVES ON VOLUNTEER ENLISTMENT 



I. INTRODUCTION 

• 

Recent changes in DoD procurement policies have brought the Air force into increasing competition 
with other large organizations in both the military and civilian job sector for qualified entry-level pcrsorlncl. 
To compensate for the influence of the draft as a recruitment factor, Air Force managers have been 
sc^jF^hing for methods to strengthen the personnel procurement system. The need for research data is 
especially acute for the USAF Recruiting Service since this organization maintains overall responsibility for 
meeting national and regional manpower objectives. 

Considerable research has been done in recent years to define potential problem areas in the system 
and to seek possible solutions (Cook, 1970; Cook & White, 1970; Gates Commission Report, 1970;Hause 
& Fisher, 1968; Saber Volunteer, 1971 ; Vitola & Brokaw, 1973; Vitola & Valentine, 1971). Findings from 
these early studies, some of which have been recently corroborated in an analysis of all-volunteer accessions 
(Vitola,. Mullins & Brokaw, 1974), indicated that prior to 1973, the draft was exerting considerable 
influence on the number and* composition of enlisted accessions to the Air Force. There was further 
indication that enlistees entering service under draft-pressure were better qualified than true volunteer 
enlistees. 

In a related area, it was noted that regardless of the problems associated with meeting national 
objectives, certain areas of the country seemed to be more viable sources of volunteer enlistees than did 
othere (Alley, 1971). Recent evidence from the field has tended to confirm expectations tFiat considerable 
more difficulty would be encountered in the Northeast, Great Lakes and Midwest/Mountain regions than in 
other areas of the country (USAF Recruiting Service, 1973). In consideration of the declining availability 
of manpower, various plans and programs have been formulated. Among these have been attempts to 
enlarge and revitalize the military advertising and publicity operation and to increase the effectiveness of 
individual recruiters in the field (Commanders Digest, 1972; Proceedings on the All- Volunteer Force, 
•1972). In moving toward these goals, however, management and recruiting personnel require a more 
definitive analysis of the enlistment decision and the motivational factors which underlie it. 

Mullins, Massey, and Riederich (1970) addressed this problem in an early study of reasons ^ven for 
Air Force enlistment. A large percentage of airmen surveyed in the study cited educational opportunities, 
wide choice of assignments, and travel as being most influential in their decision to enlist. Guinn and Truax 
(1973) approached the problem along somewhat different lines but replicated many of the findings. The 
later report also made note of several negative factors (such as perceived loss of personal control) which 
might detract from effective recruiting efforts. 

The purpose of the present study is to provide additional insight into the question of why airmen 
enlist - with particular emphasis on identifying characteristics of the service which might be usedijis a basis 
for improved recruiting strategies. Empirical data was gathered to characterize the vocational atfitudes of 
enlisted personnel who have recently entered the service. The views of recent enlistees toward the military 
are important to recruiters because they are based in large part on prior contact with a variety of 
information sources (i.e., news media, recruiters, high school coun^lors) rather than on any direct 
experience. The study was specifically designed to answer two bas/c questions about various reward 
outcomes in the service (i.e., pay, job interest, promotions, etc.): (a) how are they viewed by representative 
recruits in terms of importance and perceived obtainability, and (b) to what extent are these perceptions 
related to volunteer enlistnifent. As a secondary objective, an effort was made to highlight attitude 
variations, if any, between enli^ees entering from e^ch of the seven USAF recruiting areas. These data 
, would be useful in identifying recruiting appeals that^ght be more appropriate for certain regions than for 
others. Finally, surveys were conducted during two consectuive time periods to permit assessments over 
time. 



n. METHOD 

i 

Survey questionnaires were administered to basic trainees at Lackland AFB, Texas £rom May 1970 
through December 1970 (Nj = 8,007) and again from July 1971 through June 1972 (N2 = 9,331). The 
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samples arc referred to as FY 71 and FY 72, respectively, in the results and discussion. After a brief 
background section in which respondents were asked to indicate (a) state of residence prior to entry, and 
(b) the likelihood they would have enlisted in the absence of the draft, they were*prescnted witha Ust of 
job attributes as shown in Table 1. The instructions were to rate each item on a 5-point scale according to 
its overall importance or worth on a job. Scale valued ranged from **little or no" importance to "high" 
importance. Respondents were then asked to rate the same items in reverse order according to their 
perceived obtainability in the Air Force, again using a 5-point scale ranging from litfle or no possibility of 
attainment to high possibility. By tabulating and cross-tabulating ratings on both dimensions, it was 
possible to characterize' the career needs of the respondents in a number of areas and their perceptions of 
the Air Force as a means of fulfilling them. 

« 

Table!. List of Job Attributes 



Job AttribMtQ 



Nature of Work 

1 Be assigned to an interesting job 

2 Do ajob which is equal to my abilities 

3 Be given important responsibilities 

-Work Environment 

1 Do your job under goo'd working conditions 

2 Work with friendly and cooperative people 

3 Have supervisors who know what they are 

talking about 

4 Have a say in what happens to you 

5 Have good job security 

6 Have enough time off from the job 

7 Puve prestige and social status 

Compensation 

1 Receive fair payment for the typeTrf work 

you are doing 

2 Gain technical training and experience 

3 Be promoted quickly 

4 Be given recognition for work well done 

5 Do a great deal of traveling 



c 

For simplicity of presentation, each airman's responses to the individual attributes, were grouped into 
high and low categories and combined into four response classes as shown in Table 2. Percentages were then 
obtained by combining various classes of response so that the impc)rt.ance, obtainability, satisfaction, and 
dissatisfaction associated with each factor could be determined. ^ ' ^ 



Table 2. Ltefinition of Rating Dimensions 



importance Rating 


Code 


Obtainabiiity Rating 


Code 


Extremely Important 
Above Average Importance 
Average Importance 
Below Average Importance 
Not Important at All 


(High) 
(High) 
(Lx)w) 
(Lx)w) 
(Lx)w) 


Very Good Possibility 

Better than Average Possibility 

Average Possibility 

Less than Average Possibility 

>/o Possibility at All 

3. 


(High) 
(High) 
XLow) 
(Low) 
(Low) 
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Abbreviated Title 



Job Interest 
Utilization of Talent 
Responsibility 



Work Conditions 
Friendly Coworkers 

Competent Supervision 

Personal Control 

Security 

Leisure 

Prestige 



Fair Salary 
Technical Training 
Rapid Promotions 
Recognition 
Travel 




V 



Importance • was operationally defined as* the proportion of the sample indicating that an attribute 
was "above average'* or Vext re me !y important/* . ^ 

Obtainabiiity - wi|s measured by the proportion Who rated factor obtainability as being "above 
average" or "very good/* / 

^Satisfaction - was indicated by the percentage rating an item both "liighly important" an^^ "highly 
obtainable." • 

Dissatisfaction - reflected ratings of "high importance'* but relatively "low obtainability" in the 
service. 

ft 

State of residence prior to enlistment was used as a basis for assigning enlistees to one of the seven 
geographic regions as defined by USAF Recruiting Service (1971) (Table 3). Responses to the volunteer 
enlistment question were grouped into volunteer (definitely or probably would), marginal (undecided), and 
non-volunteer (definitely or probably would not) categories. Results are summarized using multi-way 
distributions (frequen£y and percent), and correlational techniques. Tests* of statistical significance were 
conducted by way of chi-square'imalysis. 

Tabic 3. Geographic Reauiting Regions 

Region State of Residence , 

'. !s 

R 1 Northeast Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New York, Rhode Island, 

Vermont 

R2 Mid-Atlantic - Delaware, District of Columbia, Maryland,v^w Jersey, Pennsylvania, Vjrginia, 
West Virginia (59%) 

Southeast Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Georgia 

Fi4 Southwest - Arizona, Arkansas, Louisiana, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas 

R5 Great Lakes Illinois (75%), Indiana, Kentucky, Michigan, Ohio, West Virginia (41%) 

R6 Far West - Alaska, California, Hawaii, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington 

R7 Midwest/Mountain - Colorado, Illinois (25%), Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North 

Dakota, South Dakota, Wisconsin, 'Wyoming, Kansas 

: — i ^ 

in, result:? AND discussion 

Table 4 shows frequency and percentage distributions of the samples by recruiting region and 
volunteer enlistment category. Also shown in the table for reference, purposes are the accountable 
population estimates for each region which serve as a basis for establishing regional objectives. 

It is interesting to note that the current problem areas, as in*3icated\)y th6 Recruiting Service, show 
up in these data as having proportionally fewer volunteers than would be expected on the t^asis of 
population resources. The Mjd-Atlantic region, for example, which contains roughly 15 percent of the 
accountable population, supplies only 1 1 percent of the total volunteers to both samples. The Far West,^y 
contrast, supplied 19 percent of the volunteer enlistments from a population base representing 14 percent 
of the total. Also noteworthy is the fact that the overall proportion of volunteers within each sample 
increased from 52 to 66 percent in the time,, period covered by the study thus reflecting a trend toward 
decre'asing reliance on the dr«^ft and increasing reliance on true volunteer enlistments. 

Vocational Attitudes of Non-Prior Service Airmen , * 

Overall response percentages to the job-attitude questionnaire are sumniarized in Table 5 for both 
samjjles. Enlistees entering during FY 71 placed greatest emphasis on recei\nfng competent supervision 
(96%). The supervisory factor was followed in overall importance by fob interest, friendly co-workers, 
opportunities for technical training, and security. Attributes considered least important by relatively large 
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Table 5. Percentage Distribution of Responses to the Importance/ 
Obtainabflity Scale for Samples FY7!-tmd FY72 



HlQh imporlanco High Obtalnablllty SfiUsfoctlon DlasvAtlsfctstlon 



Fy71 FY72 FY71 F^72 FV71 FV72 FV71 PY72 



•^Nature of Worijj, 
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1 Job Interest 


92 


89 


57 


. 57 


53 


49 


39 


38 


2 Utilization of Talent 


91 


86 


68 


69 


63 


62;>, 


28 


25 


3 Respon^Mky 


53 




61 


64 


39 


39 


14 


13 


Work EnvirontH^t 


















/(^ Working C on dl^^ns ^ 


86 


85 


70 


67 


o3 


ou 


ij 




2 Friendly Co-wfflrkers 


92 


90 


65 


62 


62 


JO 




11 


3 Competent Sudbrv^jOTi 


96 


92 


84 


83 


82 


78 


14 


14 


4 Personal Control 


89- 


88 


31 


25 


30 


23 


59 


65 


5 Security 


90 


• 93 


75 


82 


70 


78 


20 


15 


6 Leisure 


65 


53 - 


42 


47 


29 


27 ^ 


36 


26 


7 Prestige 


41 


37 


37 


35 


24 


21 


17 


16 ^ 


Compensation 






\ 












1 Fair Salary 


aj 


87 


^ 47 


52 


43 


47 


44 


40 


2 Technical Training 


92 


91 


• 87 


89 • 


83 


83 


9 


8 


3 Rapid Promotions 


59 


52 


32 


35 


23 


22 


36 


30 , 


4 Recognition 


82 


74 


51 


48 


46 


39^ 


36 


34 


^5 Travel > , 


29 ' 


26 


58 


64 


22 


20 


7 ^ 


6 



mi 



numbers of respondents included opportunities for travel, prestige, and respomibility . The obtainability 
ratings indicate that technical training and competent supervision were regarded as most obtainable in the 
service while persona! control, rapid advancement, iind prestige were considered least obtainable among the 
attribute*. 

The combined importance /obtain ability (satisfaction) ratings show that opportunities for technical 
training, competent supervision, aiid security wSre thwmost satisfying characteristics associated with the 
Air Force. On the other hand, nearly 60 percertA)f the FY 71 sample felt that the lack persona! control 
was the greatest potential source of dissatisfaction. After personal co^ptrol, dissatisfaction was indicated 
with the dim prospects of obtaining an equitable salary and of being assigned to an interesting job in the Air 
Force. Other dissatisfying characteristics of the service mentioned frequently included possible lade of 
recognition for work well done, slow advancement opportunities, and inadequate leisure time. ^ 

t A comparison of altitudes aaoss time reveals much the san« pattern. The most noteworthy shifts 
between FY 71 and FY 72 occuned in the importance and obtainability ratings. The percentage of enlistees 
for examjple who rated leisure as highly important decrease^ from 65 to 53 percent. Indeed, there wasiji 
trend toward deaeasing importance across all of the factors^over time. Aside from leisure, the largest net 
deaeases were noted in the importance of recognition, i2Lpidj}romotions, and utilization of talent. The^ 
only exception occurred with the security factor where the proportion of higli-importance rating increased 
oyer time by three percent. "^{j ^ ' 

The obtainability ratings of four of the 15 factors were also tune dependent. These, of course, could 
be indications of actual or perceived changes in the Air Force during the intervening time between 
samplings. Positive gains in perceived obtainability were noted ior the security, travel, and sa/orv attributes 
indicating more favorable viewpoints in the later survey. The obtainability oi personal* control, however, 
decreased in the same time-period by seven percentage points. Corresponding differences across time were 
also noted in the satisfaction/dissatisisfaction ratings. 



Rclattonships between Factor Ratings and Volunteer Enlistment 

Distributions of sample responses by volunteer intent category are presented in Tables 6 qind 7. These 
data are partici^arly relevant for recruiting. put0)ses since differences noted between volunteers and 
non-volunteers may offer insight into^whicli of tlic factors arc most related to voluntary enlistment. If 
perceptions of the Air Force do not differ across this dimension, nhen it would be unlikely that changes In 
these perceptions as ^ function of recruiting would have any noticeable effect on deasions to enter service. 
At the same time, useful impressions may be gained from the responses of marginal volunteers, a likely 
target population for additional recruiting efforts. ^ 

In the most recent survey (Table 6), only minor'differences were noted in the rated importance of the 
factors between the three volt&iteer intent groups. There was a slight tendency for volunteers to value 
responsibiUty, Jedmical training. ti^avH and secunty more highly and to place le^ emphasis on the 
importance of adequate leisure time. Relatively large between-group differences were \ioted, however. In 
rated factor obtain ability. Volunteers were mlich more Ukely to view Air Force jobs as being more 
interesting, as more Ukely to utilize their talenW and as better paying than were non-volunteers. 
Obtainabaity ratings between groups differed least ior rruve/. adequate working amditions. personal 
controk and leisure indicating that volunteers and nonhH^Iunteers alike have very similar perceptions about 
the possibility of obtaining these rewards. ' 



Table 6. Percentage Distribution of Responses tx) the I/O Scale 
by Volunteer Enlistment Category (Sample FY 71) 



High imPortanco 



Hl^h OblaJnabMlty 



SAtbfactloi> 



Job Attribute 



Vol Undoc N-Vol Vol Undoc N-Vol Vol Undoc N-Vol 



DItsatltfactlon . 
Vol Undoc N<Vol 



Nature of Work 


























1 Job Interest 


91 


92 


94 


65 


56 


43 


60 


52 


53 


31 


40 


41 


2 Utilization of Talent 


, 91 


92 


92 


74 


66 


55 


70 


63 


51 


21 


29 


41 


3 Responsibility 




50 


50 


66 


59 


54 / 


43 


36 


32 


12 


14 


18 


Wofit Environment 


























1 Working Conditions 


85 


86 


87 


. 75 


69 


62 


67 


62 


^ ; 56 


18 


24 


31 


2 Friendly Co-workers 


92 


9^2 


94 


71, 


64 


56 


67 


60 


53 


2S 


32 


41 


3 Competent Supervision 


96 


96 


95 


89 


83 


76 


86 


81 


73 


10 


15 




4 Personal Control 


' 88 


• 90 


9! 


37 


31 


22 


35 


30 


20 


53 


60 


71 


5 Security 


91 


90 


89 


79 


75 


68 


74 


69 


62 


17 


21 


27 


6 Leisure 


60 


65 


75 


46 


40 


35 


.10 


29 


28 


30 


36 r 


47 


7 Prestige 


43 


43 


38 


43 


37 


27 


28 


25 


17 


15 


18 


-21 


Compensation 
























i 


1 Fair Salary 


87 


88 


, 87 


54 


46 


32 


50 


43 


*29 


37 


45 


58 


2 Tech Training 


94 


92 


86 


89 


88 


82 


87 


83 


74 


7 


9 


12 


3 Rapid Promotions 


57 


58 


63 


37 


29 


23 ' 


26 


21 


18 


31 


37 


45 


4 Recognition 


82 


82 


85 


57 


48 


43 


51 


44 


39 


31 


38 


46 


5 Travel 


35 


27 


23 


59 


53 


58 


27 


19 


^16 


8 


8 


7 




Table 7. Pfcrccntai^ [^ribution of Rcspomes to the I/O Scdc 
by Volunteer Enlistment Category (Sample FY 72) 



High Importanco High ObtalnabllHy Satisfaction Olsatbf action 





vol 




N* Vol 


vol 


wnosQ 


N"VOl 


Vol 


UndGQ 


N*Vol 


Vol 


Un(£3o 


N-Vol 


Job Attcltujto 






% 


% 


% 


% 




% 




% 


% 




Nature of Wo ril 


























1 Jon TntArPftt 


89 


87 


90 


61 


52 


44 


55 


46 


40 


14 


41 


SO 


2 U till zjit ion of Tnlen't 


87 


84 


86 


73 


65 


57 




56 




21 


28 


34 


3 Responsibility 


53 


50 


44 


68 


61 


54 


442 


jl 


30 


12 


14 


15 


Work Environment 


























1 Workino Conditions 


85 


85 


86 


69 


65 


61 


62 


58 


S4 


23 




32 


2 Friendly Co-workers 


90 


89 


90 


66 




54 


60 


54 


50 


29 


36 


40 


3 Competent Supervision 


92 


90 


91 


85 


84 


76 


80 


76 


71 


12 


14 


« 20 


4 Personiil Control 


88 


87 


89 


26 


26 


21^ 


24 


23 


19 


64 


64 


70 


5 Security 


94 


92 


91 


85 


79 


74 


81 


74 


69 


13 


18 


23 


6 Leisure 


51 


56 


59 


48 


44 


40 


28 


27 


24 


23 


29 


35 


7 Prestige 


37 


37 


33 


38 


34 


26 


22 


20 


15 


15 


17 


18 


Compensation 


























1 Fair Salary 


88 


88 


88 ^ 




50 


41 


51 


45 


37 


38 


43 


50 


2 Tech Training 


93 


90 


86 • 


^91 


88 


82 


85 


81 


73 


08 


08 


12 


3 Rapid Promotions 


51 


50 


'49 


38 


32* 


26 


24 


18 


16 


'28 


32 


33 


4 Recognition 


73 


75 


75 


51 


45 


40 


42 


37 


34 


31 


38 


42. 


5 Travel 


28 


25 


22 


66 


61 


61 


22 


18 


15 


06 


07 


07 



Factor Obtainability 

From a practical standpoint, the Importance and obtainability rating^ are not of equal concern. In 
designing recruiting appeals which seek to create a more favorable view of the arvice, it is often assumed 
that the subjective importance associated with variois job factors is less amenable to change than are 
perceptions of that job as a means of achieving desirable outcomes. With this view in mind, the relationahips 
be'tween factor obtainability and volunteer enlistment were explored in greater detail. Table 8 shows the 
obtainability ratings from both samples as a functiQn of volunteer enlistment category. Also shown are 
numerical indices of these relationships in the form of phi coefficients. These values have a theoretical range 
of -1.0 to +1.0 where a zero would indicate no difference between volunteer groups. Most of the tabled 
values range from 0 to ^.^ L^ In J j^yt^artier sample, the strength of these relationships was generally higher 
than in the later sample. Only In the case 3f the travel factor were non-significant differences noted in the 
^71 sample (p >01). In the* second sample, four of the 15 factors failed to reach statistical significance: 
ing conditions, personal control, leisure, and travel. 




3y far the most distinguishing characteristic of the volunteer enlistee as compared with the 
non-^ljiunteer is the extent to which he views the service as an opportunity for obtaining interesting and 
chaflenjpng work. This was evidenced by the response differentials to both the job'irUerest and utilization 
of talent items. In both cases, volunteers were muth more likely to evaluate these factors as high in 
obtainability as compared with non-volunteers. Another important correlate of volunteer enlistment 
^ appears to be equitable sald^ In the early sample. 54 percent of the volunteers rated this factor highly 
obtainable versus 34 percent of the non-volunteers. In the later sample, these differences were smaller (55% 
versus 51%) h\}X still significant. , , * 



1 



ERIC 



11 

■ \ 



Table 8. Summary^ of Relationships Between Factor Obtainability and 
Voiimtecr Enlistment Category for Samples FY 71 and FY 72 



ObtfllnoblUty pflUngs ^ 







EnDitmont Cfitotjory Py71 






Enllotmont Cotcgory FY72 




Job Attrtbuto 


Vol 


CIndco 


Vol 


Phi* 


Vol 


^ Un<£30 


^^• Vol 




Nature of Worii 


















1 loh Interest t 


Oj 


1 

56 


43 




/C 1 

ol 


52 


44 


.14 






oo 


c c 


1 n 


1 i 


65 


57 


.14 


3 Responsibility 


66 


59 


54 


.12 


68 


61 


54 


. 1 z 


IVoik Environinent 


















1 VYorKing LondttioRS 


75 


69 . 


62 


.14 


69 


65 


61 


.07"* 


2 Friendly Co-workers 


71 


64 


56 , 


.15 


66 


58 


54 


.10 


3 Competent Supervision 


89 


83 


76. 


.17 


85 


84 


76 


.10 


4 Personal Control 


37 


31 


22 


.15 


26 


26 


21 


.05""" 




/V 


75 


68 


.12 


o c 

85 


79 


74 


.12 


6 Leisure 


46 


40 


35 


.1 1 


48 


44 


40 


.06"* 


7 Prestige 


43 


37 


27 


.16 


38 


34 


26 


.10 


Compensation 


















1 Fair Salary 


54 


46 


32 


.21 


55 


50 


41 


.12 


2 Tech Training 


89 


88 


82 


.10 


91 


88 


82 


.12 


3 Rapid Promotions 


37 


29 


23 


.14 


38 


32 


26 


.10 


4 Recognition 


57 


48 


43 


.13 


51 


45 


40 


.09 


5 Travel 


59 


53 


58 


.01"* 


66 


61 


61 


.04 "» 



*Phi coefficients arc »uii5lically significant (p < .01) unless otherwise indicated, 
"^on-iignificant. 

Regional Variations 

To determine if there were regional differences in either gross response levels to the 
importance-obtain ability items or in the relationships between rated obtainability and volunteer enlistment, 
the Information collected in the survey was analyzed ^parately for each of the seven USAF recruiting 
regions. Since ratings might be influenced by the different proportion of volunteers within each region, the 
voluntecr/non-voluntecr distinction was maintained to avoid this bias insofar as possible. The complete 
tabulations for th6 most recent sample {Fi 72) are shown in Appendix A (Tables Al through AT). For 
discussion purposes, the responses of the marginal volunteers have been summarized in Table 9. In general, 
there vs^re few differences between areas in the rated importance of the job factors. Marginal volunteers 
differed significantly on two of the 15 factors: prestige and rapid promotions (X^ sig< .01). Respondents 
from the Southeast and Southwest typically rated the importance o{ prestige and rapid promotions higher 
than did corresponding grouf^ from the other regions. In the obtainability ratings, there were significant 
area, diffeponces (X^ sig < .01)on five of the fifteen factors: utilization of talent, working conditioris, 
co-workers, competent supervision, and salary. As a ^neral rule, enlistees from the South believed that 
these job attributes were more obtainable in the ^rvice than did marginal volunteers from the other 
regions, particularly those from the Great Lakes and Far West. 

The extent to which obtainability rating corresponded to volunteer enlistment also differed across 
regions although, again, differehces were somewhat small and time dependent. The summary data shown in 
Table 10 indicates that, as with the nationwide comparisons, job interest, utilization of talent, and salary 
have the most consistent relationship with enlistments^ across all areas. In specific regions, however, some of 
the factors operated with greater or lesser intensity than^ght be expected from the nationwide trends. In 
the Northeast, the availability friendly co-workers seemed to distinguish volunteers from non-volunteers 
to a greater degree than in other regions. Similarly, pmtige had a more apparent influence on enlistee^ from 
the Southeast and Southwest regions. 
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IV. IMPLICATIONS FOR RECRUITING 



/ 



A number of job attributes have been considered In terms of their relative importance and 
obtainability as perceived by recruits categorized according to probability of volunteer enlistment. In 
selecting the most effective appeals, it might be assumed a priori that those features o/ the job perceived as 
high in importance and high in obtainability (satisfier) would be likely candidates as would those items 
considered high in importance and low in obtainability (dissatisfier). A feature of the Air Force that 
appears dissatisfying to potential recruits may serve as a basis for an effective recruiting appeal if, in-fact, it 
is based on some misconception about service life. At the same time, it would also be desirable if the 
selected attributes had some demonstrable relationship with volunteer enlistment as evidenced by 
differential perceptions as a function of enlistment category. That is, if volunteers as a group do not view a 
particular factor any differently than do non-volunteers, then it is unlikely that any mediated change in the 
perceived obtainability of the attribute as a function of recruiting would increase the likelihood of 
enlistment. Table 1 1 summarizes factors rated high on either satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Also shown is 
the estimated effect on enlistment decisions as a function of rated obtainability. There are several attributes 
which seem to meet both criteria: utilization of talent, fair salary, md job interest. Equally prominent but 
showing little or no relationship with volunteer enlistment were technical training, Security, competent 
supervision, and working conditions among the satisfiers and personal amtrol, recognition, and friendly 
co-workers among the dissatisfiep. In this same manner,, regional profiles could^be developed where data 
indicated significant differences with the nationwide sample. 



Tablel L Summary of Factors Related to Enlistment Decisions^ 


SatbfiCT / 
(important and Obtainable) 


Dissatisflor 
(Important and Unobtainable) 


Factor 


significant Effect 
on Enllstmont^ 


Factor 


Significant Effect 
on Enlistment 


Technical Training 
Competent Supervision 
Security 

Working Conditions 
Utilization of Talent 


Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 


Personal Control 
Fair Salary 
Job Interest 
Recognition 
Friendly Co-workers 


No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

7 



Based on responses of marginal vt)luntecrs (Sample T2). 
Based on correlatu>nal relationships between factor obtainability and volunteer enlistment. 



V. CONCLUSIONS 

'Results from this study indicate that there are differences in the way various reward outcomes are 
viewed by incoming recruits in terms of both perceived importance and obtainability. For specific factors, 
differences in these dimensions were also found to be related to volunteer enlistment category, particularly 
with respect to the obtainability' ratings. In general, ratings of obtainability^ on a given factor were much 
higher for volunteer enlistees than for the marginal or non>-volunteer3. Regional (fflferences were noted in 
both the absolute level of the ratings and the d^ree to which the ratings were related to volunteer 
enlistment although these effects were moderate and Tended to vary somewhat over time. 

It is recommended on the basis of these findings that future recruiting efforts deemphasize certain 
aspects of the service which are viewed as either relatively unimportant or which do not correlate with 
volunteer enlistment (i.e., /rove/, responsibility, leisure, prestige, and rapid promotions) \n favor of such 
characteristics as interesting jobs, utilization of talents, and equitable salary. 
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APPENDIX A: REGNAL VARIATIONS 
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Table A L Percentage Distribution , of Responses to the I/O Scale by Volunteer 

Enlistment Category - Northeast Enlistees (Sample FY 72) . g 



High Importanco High Obtalnablllty Satisfaction Ditsatltfactlon 

Vol Undoc N-Vol Vol Undes N*Vol Vol Undec N<Vol Vol ,Undec N«Voi 
Job Attribute % % «5l % % % % % S^, % % 



Nature of Work , " \ 



1 Job Interest 


88 


83^ 


90 


57 


51 


35 


52' 


43 


32 


36 


40 


58 


2 Utilization ot Talent . 


86 


81 


84 


69 


66 


54 


61 


55 


48 


25 


26 


36 


3 Responsibility 


51 


45 


42 


68 


66 


54 


41 


31 


31 


10 


1 A 

14 


1 1 


Work Environment 




« 






















1 WfJfking Conditions 
2hriendly Co-workers 


85 


88 


89 


69 


bl 


60 


a 1 


o2 


c c 
DD 




zo 




89 


90 


93 


»64 


56 


47 


59 


52 


46 


30 


37 


47 


3 Competent Supervision 


91 


92 


90 


84 


83 


79 


77 


^76 


72 


13 


16 


18 


4 Personal Control 


89 


90 


91 


25 


22 


22 


22 


19 


20 


67 


70 


71 


5 Security 


92 


93 


89 


82 


81 


76 


78 


76 


68 


14 


17 


21 


,6 Leisure 


46^ 


63 


54 


47' 


42 


38 


24 


27 


21 


. 22 


36 


33 


7 Prestigfe 


38 


3? 


31 


,36 


35 


26 


21 


19 


15 


17 


19 


16 


Compensation 


























1 Fair Salary 


85 


89 


88 


54 


42^ 


' 44 


49 


44 


40 


36 


45 


48 


2 Tech Training 


91 


89 


84 


88 


88 


82 


82 


80 


72 


10 


8 


13 


3 Rapid Promotions 


46 • 


46 


'40 


32 


31 . 


26 


19 


13' 


17 


27 


33 


23 


4 Recognition 


69 


75 


69 


' 46 


46 


36 


37 


36 


27 


32 


39 


41 


5 Travel 


26 


23 


21 


62 


.63 


56 


19 


15 


• 13 


7 


8 


8 



Table A 2. Percentage CHstribution of Responses to the I/O Scale by Volunteer 
Enlistment Category - \aid-Atlantic Enlistees (Sample FY 72) 



High Importanco High Obtalnabllity Sattsfao^ion - Dissatisfaction 

Vol Undec N-Vol Vol Undec N-Vol Vo| Undec . N*Vol Vol Undoc N«Vol 
Job Attribute % % % % % % % % % % % % 



Nature of Work 


























1 Job Interest 


90 


88 


91 


63 


52 


55 


57 


46 


51 


32 


42 


40 


2 Utilization of Talent 


88 


84 


83 


74 ^ 


^66 


62 


66 


58 


54 


22 


29 


29 


3 Responsibility 




49 


44 


67 


56 


57 


39 


34 


31; 


14 


14 


14 


Work Environment 


























1 Working Conditions 


^36 


85 


85 


' 71 


71 


64 


64 


64 


57 


22 


21 


28 


2 Friendly Co-workers 


89 


88^ 


89 


67 


58 


58 


61 


55 


54 


28 


34 ' 


35 


3 Competent Supervision 


92 


93 


92 


85 


86 


80 


80 


82 


77 


12 


11 


15 


4 Personal Control 


86 ♦ 


89 


89 


26 


29 


17 


25 


28 


„ 15 


62 


62 


73 


5 Security 


93 


95 


93 


85 


77 


78' 


81 


74 


75 


12 


21 


18 


6 Leisure 


48 


52 


56 


V46 


42 


43 


26 


24 


26 


22 


28 ^ 


30 


7 Prestige 


39 • 


37 


32 


39 


39 


31 


21 


24 


17^ 


18 


13 


15 


Compensation 


























1 Fair Salary 


86 


85 


89 


55 


53 


44 


50 


44 


42 


36' 


31 


46 


2 Tech Training 


92 


92 


86 


91 


86 


84 


85 


80 


74 


7 


12 


11 


3 Rapid Promotions 


53 


52 


48 


.39 


35 


28 


24 


21 


15 


29 


31 


33 


4 Recognition 


74 


79 


78 


54 


49 


46 


44 


41 


40 


29, 


38 


38 


5 Travel 


27 


^5 


20 


67. 


61 


64 


22 


20 


14 


4 


6 


7 



22' 

ERIC r \ 



Tabie A3, Percentage Distributbn of Responses to the I/O Scale by Volunteer 
Enlistment Category C Southca5t^Enlistees (Sample 1^72) 



High Importanco 



High ObtainabilHy 



Satisfaction 



Dioattsfactton 



Job Attribute 



Vol Undec N-Vol Vol Undoc N-Vol Vol Undoc N-Vol Vol Undoc N>Vol 



Nature of Work 


























1 Job Interest 


88 


88 


88 


62 


55 


45 


54 


50 


41 


33 


38 


47 


2 Utilization.of Talent 


88 


83 


86 


76 


73 


64 


.69 


63 


58 


20 


20 


28 


^ KesponsiDuiiy 


CiC 
JO 


00 


47 


69 


60 


62 


43 


40 


36 


12 


17 


11 


Work Environment ^ 


























1 Viorking Conditions 


i 86 


85 


89 


70 




64 


63 


60 


59 


23 


25 


10 


2 Friendly Co-workers 


fiS 


91 


93 


68 


65 


60- 


61 


61 


57 


27 


30 


16 
j\j 


3 Competent Supervision 


93 


92 


94 


87 


90 


79 


82 


82 


75 


11 


10 


19 


4 Personal Control 


8^ 


88 


92 


30 


29 


18 


28 


26 - 


it 


61 


62 • 


75 


5 Security 


95' 


91 


94, 


86 


75 


78 


83 


69 


75 


13 


21 


19 


6 Leisure 


63 


57 


65 


51 


42 


43 


31 


26 


29 


22 


31 • 


37 


7 Prestige 


44 


45 


41 


41 


37 


36 


27 


24 


22 


17 


>^1 


19 


Compensation 
























1 Fair Salary 


89 


92 


89 


58 


52 


44 


54 


50 


42 


35 


42 


47 


2 Tech Training 


92 


92 


88 


91 


91 


87 


85 


86 


79 


1 


6 


9 


3 Rapid Promotions 


56 


56 


55 


39 


29 


29 


27 


19 


19 


29 


37 


36 


4 Recognition 


74 


74 


78 


57 


45 


45 


46 


39 


38 


28 


3^ 


40 


5 Travel 


28 

• 


26 


21 


68 


66 


64 


23 


18 


17 


5 


9 


3 



Table A4. Percentage Distribution of Responses to the I/O Scale by Volunteer 
V Enlistment Category - Southwest Enlistees (Sample FY 72) ^ 



High Importance High Obtainiablllty 



Satisfaction 



Dissatisfaction 



Job Attribute 


Vol 

% 


Undoc 
% 


N-Vol 

% 


Vol 

% 


Undoc 


N-Vol 

% 


Vol 

% 


Undoc 


N-Vol 

% 


Vol 

% 


Undec 

% 


N-Vol 

% 


Nature of Woik 


























1 Job Interest 


90 


89 


89 


66 


59 


47 


59 


54 


44 


31 


34 


46 


2 Utilization of Talent 


85 


► 87 


83 


73 


69 


55 


65 


62 


50 


20 


25 


34 


3 Responsibility 


57 


54 


39 


68 


59 ' 


45 


46 


38 


23 


12 


16 


16 


Work Environment 




\ 






















1 Working Conditions 


85 


85 


88 


71 


72 


58 


62 


61 


51 


22 


23 


36 


2 Friendly Co-workers 


90 


93 


92 


67 


63 


55 


62 


61 


52 


21 


32 


39 


3 Competent Supervision 


93 


90 


89 


88 


85 


74 


82 


77 


68 


10 


13 


20 


4 Personal Control ^ 


86 


85 


84 


"31 


33 


2<> 


28 


28 


22 


58 


57 


62 


5 Security 


95 


92 


89 


85 


80 


74 


81 


75 


68 


14 


17 


21 


6 Leisure 


52 


55 


60 


54 


52 


35 


30 


30 


21 


22 


25 


39 


7 Prestige 


39 


43 


32 


40 


37 


22 


24 


23 


16 


15 


20 


16 


Compensation 


























1 Fair Salary 


87 


91 


90 


58 


57 


42 


52 


53 


39 


35 


38 


51 


2 Tech Training 


93 


91 


83 


91 


90 


77 


86 


84 


" 71 


7^7 


12 


3 Rapid Promotions 


59 


61 


53 


43 


42 


26 


29 


28 


15 


30 


33 


39 


4 Recognition 


73 


79 


77 


55 


50 


38 


45 


44 


33 


28 


35 


44 


5 Travel 


28 


30 


19 


64 


64 


52' 


22 


24 


31 

It 


6 


6 


8 



23 



19 



Table A5, Percentage Distribution of Responses to the I/O Scale by Volunteer 
Enlistment Category - Great Lakes Enlistees (Sample FY 72) 



High Importance MIgh Obtalnablllty Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 



Job Attribute " 


vol 


Undcs 

% 


N-Vol 

% 


Vol 

% 


Undcc 


N-Vol 


Vol 

% 


Undec 


N-Vol 


Vol 

% 


Undec 


N-Vol 

% 


Nature of Woik 




• 






















1 Job Interest 


89 


87 


90 


58 


47 


48 


52 


40 


44 


37 


46 


46 


2 Utilization of Talent 


85 


85 


87 


72 


55 


58 


63 


48 


53 


22 


37 


34 


3 Responsibility 


50 


45 


47 


69 


50 


53 


40 


30 


31 


10 


15 


16 ' 


Work Environment 


























1 Working Conditions 


35 


82 


'89 


69 


62 


62 


62 


5S 


57 


23 ^ 


27 


31 


2 Friendly Co-workers 


90 


86 


' 87 


67 


59 


52 ^62 


52 


47 


28 


34 


40 


3 Competent Supervision 


92 


84 


92 


86 


83 


76 


81 


72 


72 


11 


12 


20, 


4 Personal Control 


90 


85 


87 


26 


24 


19 


24 


22 


18 


65 


64 


69 


5 Security 


94 


91, 


90. 


85 


79 


66 


81 


74 


61 


13 


18 


28 


6 Leisure 


51 


54 


57 


47 


42 


40 


27 


24 


24 


25 


30 


32 


7 Prestige 


36 


35 


34 


40 


30 


24 


21 


20 


14 


15 


15 


20 


Compensation 


























1 Fair Salary 


88 


85 


84 


55 


40 


37 


52 


37 


33 


37 


47 


52 


2 Tech Traming 


93 


87 


84 


89 


82 


84 


84 


^77 


72 


9 


10 


12 


3 Rapid Promotions 


49 


45 


46 


34 


31 


28 


22 


14 


17 


27 


31 


29 


4 Rccognitioh 


71 ' 


71 


78 


49 


38 


- 41 


39 


30 


36 


32 


41 


43 


5 Travel 


26 


21 


21 


68 


61 


61 


21 


14 


15 


6 


7 


5 



Table A6, Percentage Distribution of Responses to the I/O Scale by Volunteer 
Enlistment Category ^ Far West Enlistees (Sample FY 72) 

High Importance High Obtalnabinty Satisfaction Dissatisfaction 

Vol undoc N-Vol vol Undec N-Vol Vol Undec N-Vol Vol Undec N-Vol 
■> Job Attribute % % % % % % % % % % % % 



Nature of Work 














5! 












1 Job Interest 


89 


90 


88 


61 


50 


40 


55 


45 


34 


33 


45 


53 


2 Utilization of Talent 


88 


86 


83 


72 


62 


56 


66 


53 


50 


22 


33 


33 


3 Responsibility ^ 


53 


53 


43 


67 


62 


51 


41 


39 


29 


12 


14 


15 


Work Environment 


; 
























1 Working Conditions 


84 


85 


83 


67 


56 


54 


59 


50 


46 


24 


35 


37 


2 Friendly Co-workers 


90 


88 


90 


63 


47 


49 


59 


42 


46 


31 


45 


44 


3 Competent Supervision 


92 


90 


90 


83 


76 


71 


77 


69 


66 


15 


21 


23 


4 Personal Control 


89 


85 


87 


24 


23 


22 


23 


19 


21 


66 


66 


67 


5 Security 


93 


92 


91 


87 


80 


73 


82 


75 


68 


11 


17 


23 


6 Leisure 


54 


59 


.62 


47' 


47 


38 


27 


3:2 


25 


27 


27 


37 


7 Prestige 


31 


30 


27 


34 


27 


23 


19 


, 16 


12 


12 


14 


15 


Compensation 




















40^ 






1 Fair Salary 


' 89 


89 




52 


45 


36 


49 


42 


32 


48 


55 


2 Tech Training 


95 


91 


87 


92 


88 


81 


88 


81 


75 


' 7 


9 


12 


3 Rapid Promotions 


50 


48 


49 


37 


29 


24 


22 


15 


15 


•28 


32 . 


34 


4 Recognition 


73 


71 


69 


49 


42 


?8 


39 


34 


32 


35 


38 


37 


5 Travel 


30 


25 


24 


66 


61 


62 


23 


20 


17- 


6 


5 


' 7 



/ 

O . 20 . 



Table A 7. Percentage IMstribution of Responses to the I/O Scale by VolunteW 
Enlistment Category - Midwest/Mtn Enlistees (Sample FY 72) 



Job Attribute 



High Importance 



High Obtalnablllty 



Satisfaction 



Dlssattsfactlo I 



Vol Undoc N-Vol Vol Undec N>Vol Vol Undoc N-Vol Vol Ui]idoc 

% % % % % «5i % % % <ih % 



Nature of Work 



1 Job Interest 


91 


86 


93 


62 


52 


41 


58 


45 


38 


34 


41 


59 


z utilization ,0 1 talent 


OO 


o\J 


Ql 


fj 






OJ 


JO 


jU 


Z 1 - 


ZH 






52 


43 


45 


65 


65 


52 


41 


34 


27 


11 


9 


18 


Woik Environment 






< 




















1 Working Conditions 


83 


81 


83 


70 


65 


65 


61 


58 


55 


12 


23 


29 


2 Friendly Co- workers 


91 


91 


90 


63 


% 62 


54 


59 


58 


49 


33 


33 


41 


3 Competent Supervision 


93 


94 


92 


84 


83 


76 


79 


79 


79 


^14 


.14 


22 


4 Personal Control 


87 


88 


92 


23 


24 ^ 


?o 


20 


23 


19 


67 


66 


73 


5 Security 


93 


88 


92 


85 


83 


74 


8K 


76 


68 




12 


,24 


6 Leisure 


52 


53 


60 


49 


46 


41 


28 


26 


?3 




26 ' 


37 


7 Prestige 


35 


34 


35 


34 


34 


25 


20 


18 


13 


16 


16 


23 


Compensation 


























l^Fair Salary 


88 


88 


89 


52 


50 


41 


48 


46 


38 


40 


43 


50 


2 Tech Training 


94 


87 


86 


92 


89 


81 


87 


79 


72 


7 


7. 


14 


3 Rapid Promotions 


51 


46 


53 


38 


31 


25 


24 


17 


15 


27 


29 


38 


4 Recognition 


75 


77 


79 


47 


44 


36 


40 


37 


31 


35 


40 


48 


5 Travel 


27 


20 


25 


65 


61 


63 


21 


14 


17 


6 


6 


8 



/ 



23 
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